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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of Study 
The purpose of this study is to report current prac-
itices of state school finance departments in distributing 
Uequalizatiori aidtt in support of public elementary and· 
secondary schools. 
Scope of the study.-- This study will (l) describe ~ 
the nature of equalization aid, (2) trace the history of 
• equalization and the philosophy behind equalization plan-
'1 
i 
:ning, ( 3) analyze in detail t:te present situation, ;the · 
i 
1 sources, size, and distribution of equalizing funds, and 
! ( 4) discuss the· implications of the data treated~ 
Sources of :a.ata.-- The data used in this investigation 
were gathered chiefly from the 1945-46 publications en-
titled, School_Finance Systems. These publications ~rovide 
the latest information on the essential features of the 
systems by which states aid in the :financing of their· 
public schools. They are prepared perio"diczlly by the Re-
search Division, National Education Association, in coopera-
tion with state school finance officials of the various 
states~ 
- l -
·.~· 
I 
li ! ! i I 
!'!;' 1:: 
II 
I 
2_ 
. Bulletins, reports, and letters received from state 
\school finance departments of all state~ w~re used as supple-
. l/ 
:mentary sources of information. Textbooks- on the subject 
of school finance were employed as guides in analyzing arid 
evaluating the data presented. 
Treatment of tlata.-- Chapter I will deal with the nature 
'of equalization, the evolution qf principles underlying 
;equalization planning, and the relation of equalization aid 
ro the current needs of public education. In Chapter II is 
presented a detailed analysis of present equalization plans 
I 
1in the various states. Sources, sizes, and methods of dis-
ttributing equalization funds, in the individual states, are 
I 
i \described and analyzed. Methods and meai3ures by which states 
I jseek to equalize the burdens of school support are appraised 
!, 
iin ·Chapter III. This. appraisal is intended to bring out 
I 
some of the shortcomings ·of methods and measures employed by 
several states in administering equalization aid. A few 
i, ' 
bhanges in state equalization programs, actual or contem-
1 
plated; since 1945-46, are revealed in Chapter III. 
I 
The Nature of Equalization Aid · 
Equalization aid is that aid given by states in support 
f public elementary and secondary schools on a basis which I . 
seeks to equalize the burdens of scho·ol support among local 
lchool units and provide every .child in every locality with I . . r/ Bibliographical references are ori page 58. 
II II 
!I 
I 
3. 
rqual educational opportunit1es up to some prescribed minimum. 
~qualization aid is distinguished from 11 general aidn and 
II . 
rspecial aid," the two other types of financial support given 
ifY states to the school systems of their political subdivi-
,sions. By 11 general aidtt is meant that support accorded school 
programs by states without regard to differences in the finan-
cial abilities of communities to maintain those programs. 
Special aid is aid for a specific part of a school program, 
or a specific project included in the school program in the 
financing of which the state elects to assist. 1 / 
Equalization and Trends in State School Finance 
Before an adequate understanding of equalization aid 
c~~ be had, it is necessary. to consider briefly the trends 
in state school finance with which the subject of equaliza-
tion is inextricab~y woven. 
ence on local support of schools to the more centralized 
method of collecting and disbursing funds through the state 
government. (See Figure I) 
l/' National Education Association, Research Division. 
School Finance Systems. Researc.h Bulletin 20. 
Wash~ngton, D.C. The Association, November 1942. 
FIGURE I 
.SHIFT IN SOURCES OF SCHOOL REVENUE 
Per Cent of Total School Funds rrom State Sources 
and Per Cent from Local Sources, Eight States 
in Specified Years 
1933-34 
State ~~~@t{~~~ · 
ARKANSAS - ~ 
• t t f'i I f l J f • I t ' t • I :1 Local ·.·.~.c,•.•.~.t •'. 1, t. ~f· ~.i 
1933-34 
State MWWltiWJ FLORIDA , 
L 1 1· t'·• ·, •••••• ' •• ,.,.-,·.j O ca _ ..... '" .. ··---·~;,.,_ .. , . . . , \ .. . . .. ' ..... 
1932-33 
S t ·ate *~~~M~~~f.~~~) 
LOUISIANA , _ , . _
1 
• ·., .... -~. •, ..... f ; .. t ~ LQcal l .• •.• , .• •••• ~ ,' ' •. •.•. -~ • • • f r • 
1932-33 
Statefr~i¥*]3 NEW MEXICO 
, .. ;.·.·~·~·--·.·:.;.~ Local·'•·:-<·. <·:····-~1 
1932-33 
OHIO 
w. 
1932-33 
StateJ~1~ VIRGINIA ::::::f -
rr-i-: ••~ ....:,..._ ~-. ,-:--:--, ~-.-:-:--•• ~.-.'7';' •• -:-•• ~ • • :-:-.1' Local>··, <I;·'..'".·.··,. .. # •• • • ..... ••• .. •• ~
1944.-45 
G···· ·······1 ~--. - !_ .... _ ..
Based on figures contained in: National Education Associa-
tion, ReseRrch Division. School Finance Syf:!tems. 
Washington, D.C. The Association, November 1934 and 
J'anuar 1945-46. 
fA. -~ 
1/ 
. J The guarantee by state governments of a stable and ade-
5~ 
I - ' 
I 
I 
lkuate income for public Sc~ools has long been constantly ad-
1rocated by authorities on school finance. As early as l93l, 
~letcher Harper Swift, 1 /one of our most renowned authorities 
i) . 
on school fLnance, wrote: 
The equalization of school burdens and school 
revenues must be accomplished, on the one hand, by 
greatly reducing the funds to be provided by local 
units; on the other hand, by greatly increasing the 
funds to be provided by the states and by radical 
departures from present methods of apportioning 
state funds. 
Paul R. Mort, 2/reporting his findings as director of 
The National Survey of School Finance, wri~es: 
Certain aspects of the reorganization of the 
financing of public schools during the last decade 
indicate that an adequate system of state support 
offers a convenient channel for distributing the 
yield of state administered taxes to the localities. 
Progr..ess toward the goal of greater centralization of 
support of the public schools wa~ accelerated by the break-
down of local fiscal machinery during the depression years, 
i\ 
,jwhen the depletion of local property tax yields, through 
lowered assessed valuations and delinquent collections, 
i made it apparent that our schools were suffering from the 
evils of overdependence upon the antiquated property tax as 
the majo~ source of school revenue. 
1/ Fletcher Harper Swift, Federal and State Policies in 
Public School Finance. Ginn and Company. Boston, 
Mass. 1931, p. 119. 
2/ Paul R. Mort, State Support for Public Education, 
American Council on Education. Wash1ngton, D.O. 1933, 
P• 4. 
I 
.I 
I 
I 
I 
Inequalities in &chool s.upport. -- While progress has been 
!
1
made, in some states, in refining the methods by which our 
I 
fublic schools are supported, there still generally exists, in· 
!all but a few states, a situation in which the actual minimum 
'status of ·education is determined, not by the social needs for 
irducation, but by the economic ability o:r local districts to 
support schools. By the very nature of local taxation, gross 
inequalities in school supporting power are implied. -The 
degre'e of these inequalities varies, of course, from district 
to district, and from state to state. Mort1 / observes: 
A state which is largely agricultural-and has few 
extremes in the value of farm property will vary less 
than a state which has·a diversity of occupations. 
Again, a state divided into comparatively large local 
taxi~g districts will reveal fewer extreme differences 
in ability to pay than states with small taxing dis-
tricts. The ability of a district to pay taxes is, of 
course, determined by the nature of the property in-
closed by district lines. The smaller the units, the 
greater the opportunity for extremes of wealth in indi-
vidual districts. The larger the district, the less 
probable it will be that any given district will be 
extremely wealthy or extremely poor. 
What Swift, Mort, and other school finance authorities 
have been proclaiming for the past decade is now being real-
ized by the American public.. Newspaper editorials,. magazine 
articles, radio commentaries, all profusely~decry the condi-
tions which beset our schools. Daily we read and hear of 
Op. Cl t. p. 137. 
7. 
I eacher strikes' l/ the ce..xodus o.f teachers .from the classroom 
0 more lucrativ'e employment, the _dirth o.f teacher trainees 
~n our teachers colleges, all'occasioned by the inabi~ity o.f I . . , 
local .fiscal agencies to pay teachers salaries commensurate 
' 
the status o.f their pro.fession and in line with salary 
ains made by individuals in other .fields o.f endeavor. We 
e told about the plight o.f poorer districts in their e.f-
meet, with limiteO. .financial resources, the increas-
ed operating costs o.f their schools, their inability to re-
tain good teachers in the face o.f more liberal salary entice-
ents .from wealthier school systems. 
The state,·and not the community with its property tax 
paresis, is by its very nature, better able, through new 
sources o.f school revenue, to distribute the tax burden more 
widely, bring in new taxpayers, and relieve the property tax-
payer of much of his responsibility as chief provider o.f 
school revenues. 
While it is gener·ally agreed among authorities that the 
remedy fo~ the existing disastrous educational· situation must 
2/ be furnished by the states (or the states and the nation),-
1/ At this writing the teachers. o.f Boston, Massachusetts, 
Pawtucket, Rhode Island, and Buffalo, New York, are mak-
ing demands upon their respective legislatures for more 
state .funds with which to meet their salary demands. 
Over· two thousand teachers are at this time, (February 26, 
1947) on strike. 
2/ G. D• Strayer and R. M. Haig, The Financing of Education 
in the State o.f New York, p. 174. Vol. I of the report 
o.f the Educational Finance Inquiry Commission. The Mac-
millan Company, 1923. ' 
J, 
~I 
8. 
it_ is not so widely ag~eed as to what plans and methods will 
best effect the principle of ttequalization of educational op-
ortunity 11 and "equalization of school support." Fletcher 
Harper Swift, 1/in 1931 thought: 
that the choice of policy seems to 2fie between complete state support of a minimum progr~ or the provision 
of a comparatively small state fund so distributed as 
to equalize the financial burdens of the state's minor 
civil divisions, which shall contin-g_r to furnish the 
major portion of the total revenues- ~···•Obviously the 
simplest and most equitable way of equalizing the 
burden involved in' supporting a state-wide minimum 
school program would be for the state to assume com-, 
plete financial responsibility for providing such a 
program •••• The fact that· Delaware has adopted such a 
plan has been noted. -
Swift's claims for complete state support as the ttmost 
equitable way of equalizing the burden 11 are contrasted with 
. 
this statement of the National Education Association Research 
. . . 4/ lVlSlon:-
lL/ ' 
~I 
b! 
l! 
Some persons might say that Delaware and North Carolina 
should be included among the equalization states since, 
by providing support for a uniform program of educati0n 
.in all scho·ols_; they actually do more to reduce in-
equalities· of educational opportunity than any of the 
other sta~es. These states, however, provide funds for 
the support of the uniform state school program in 
counties, cities, or school districts that are best 
able to finance their own schools to the same extent 
.that they give such aid to counties, cities, or school 
districts of the very lowest financial ability. The 
provision of this aid, although it equalizes education-
al opportunity, is not an equalizing pPocess as far as 
the financial resources of the local government are 
Op. cit. P. 250 
Commonly called nthe large-fund plan. 11 
Commonly called 11 the small-fund plan. n 
Op. cit. p. 169. 
9 
concerned.--The state relieves the local governments of 
all responsibility for financing the legally prescrib~d 
school program, leaving the differences in local finan~ 
cial ability as great as before. 
The 11 large 11 and 11 small 11 equalization funds.-- For the 
purposes of this study, 11 the large-fund plan" as employed by 
1 elaware and North Carolina will not come within the scope of 
I 
our definition of an equalization plan. Rather, the 11 small-
fundu met:j:lod of equalization, used by the forty-one states 
ow seeking to effect equalization within their borders, will 
e considered as fulfilling our conception of a valid equaliza-
ion plan. The nsmall-fund11 method of equalization is based 
argely on the principle of local responsibility of schools. 
1 
t. requires that each unit of the state (county, township, or 
.district) shall make a certain prescribed effort toward sup-
porting its own schools, by levying taxes for that purpose at 
~~ fixed minimum rate. If a local unit has made the required ~ffort and yet lacks sufficient funds to carry out the mlnimum 
'program, the state then apportions to it a fund sufficient to 
enable it to carry out the minimum program. In the case of some 
districts this apportionment is a small amount per teacher, per 
instruction unit, per census child; or per pupil enrolled or at-
tending; in other cases it is a relatively large sum. 1 / An 
equalization plan is not a plan whereby states reward political 
l Fred Wilson Morrison, Equalization of the Financial Burden 
of Education Among Counties in North Carolina. Contribu-
tions to Education, No. 184. Bureau of Publlcations, 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1925. 
-· 
lO 
subdivisions for-~ffort; nor can the rewarding of effort ever 
~qualize the burden of support. 1/ 
Evolution of the Problem of Equalization 
The community and educational responsibility.-- A century 
lago the question of whether the financing of education should 
~e the responsibility of the family or the community was the 
fominant one in school finance circles. The conclusion. 
~inally reached was th~t the community had, first, the power, 
lnd later, the duty, to tax itself for the support of schools. 
bhinkers of that period generally held that the responsibility 
~or education was not limited to the state's responsibility, 
las a sovereign power, to give districts the right to tax them-
selves. In a number of states, funds were .established for 
school purposes. Pennsylvania, in 1834, set aside for dis-
ribution to localities, $75,000; this amount was increased-
/to $'700,000, two years later.. In the Michigan constitutional 
lc~nvention of 1835 a motion to make the support of the schools 
a state matter was defeated by only a few votes. Oonstitu-
tions established in this period, especially in the states of 
the Northwest Territory, were liberal in their definition of 
the state's responsibility for education. 2/ 
.~/ For a clear and illuminating discussion of the relation 
between these ideas see Chapter XII, pages 137-176, of the 
general volume of the Educational Finance Inquiry. 
Strayer, George D., and Haig, Robert Murray, The Financing 
of Education in the Sta~e of New York, The Macmillan 
Company, New York. 
12/ Paul R. Mort, op. cit: p. 37. 1~ 
• 
,, 
l ll. -While provisions for ~tate support of public education ere made in early constitutions, it is only recently that ~tate governments began to realize that mere perm~ssive or 
fandatOry legislation eoyering school support; was not ade-
.~uate. As we emerged from an agrarian civilization, the 
eosts of schools no·longer remained low, wealth became un-
evenly distributed; the comparative concentration of wealth 
in limited ar_eas began to be evidenced in inequalities both 
; 
il in educational opportunities offered and in tax burdens of 
~he local school districts. 
II Equalization and the Eastern States.-- These problems 
~~re evidenced first in the Eas·~ern states •1 / In 1874, 
1assachusetts took action to effect some equalization of 
~urden; in New Jersey similar action was taken in 1881. Be-
ll ~ause cities generally were wealthier than rural districts, 
I 
~assachusetts enacted legislation in 1874 providing for dis-
tribution of available state fmLds to rural areas only. The 
I 
~ew Jersey Law of 1881 set aside a reserve fund to be dis-
tributed at the discretion--of the State Board of Education. 
tn Cubberley 1 s. study2/ of the state-support problem in 1905, 
he found equalization laws in eight states; and these were 
I 
., 
6hiefly Eastern states. 
+/ Op. cit. p. 34, Paul R. Mort. 
T $/E. P. Cubberley, School Funds "and Their Apportionment. 
Contribution~ to Education, No. 2. Bureau of Publica-
tions, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1905 • 
12.· 
'I The adoption o.f the high school, changing ideals in educa-~~ion during the early l900•s, and a clearer understanding of 
1principles, principles which were stated by Cubberley 1 s pioneer 
lrtudy, caused the weak district aid movemerit, which had its be-
!ginnings in Massachusetts in 1874~ to spread throughout the 
i 
I ' 
nation. By 1920 there was a great deal of activity in various 
I 
.I 
·'states looking toward the extension o.f equalization .funds. 
lthough most o.f these funds in 1920 remained on a sort o.f c 
charity basis, the studies of Swift, 1/the work of Updegra.f.f and 
Cing, 2/and the e.f.forts o.f State Superintendent Cook o.f Maryland 
Delaware leaders, which resulted in the Maryland and 
elaware plans, centered attention on the state, not as an or-
ganization that must come to. the rescue o.f a .failing local 
unit~ 3/but as a responsible taxing unit with an obligation to 
apportion funds to its subdivisions according to measures o.f 
need. 4/ 
Equalization and the Educational Finance Inquiry.--
, Within this background.the work o.f the Educational Finance 
I 
1),1/ F. H. Swift, A History of the Public Permanent Common School 
Funds in the United States, 1795-1905. Henry Holt and Co., 
1911. 
2/ Harlan Updegraff and L. A. King, Survey of the Fiscal Poli-
cies of the State o.f Pennsylvania in theField o.f Education, 
Part II. Citizens Committee on Finances of Pennsylvania, 
1922. 
3/ There· were those who believed that the earlier weak dis-
trict type o.f aid is all that is necessary. 
4/ Paul R. Mort, op. cit. p. 34. 
';I 
I 
·"-". 
;q 
,f 
i) 
: 1/ '13 .. 
)Inquiry- (1921-1923) was projected. Conditions were ripe, 
ll:i this time, for a clarification of P. :r:inciples underlying 
II . ~tate support. Volume I 2/ of the report of The Educational 
tinance Inquiry Commission, for the first time, gave a clear-
tut picture of the needs for equalization of burden through 
II . 
the application of a satisfactory minimum educational. program 
4elow which 11no locality would be allowed.to goj but above 
!hich any locality would be allowed to go by mean's of its 
iocal support.tt This,clear-cut interpretation of the equa).iza-
~ion principle held as untenable the old ideas of "payment for 
~ffort. 11 The analysis demonstrate'd that, in general, equaliza-
•!1 \ 
tion tended to shift to more able communities some of the un-
tue burden .carried by less able communities, while payment for 
bffort tended to shift the burden from the richer to the poorer. 
'II · 
~ayment for effort had this result because only the wealthier 
listricts were able to make the initial expenditures required 
i 
i 
to qualify for state grants on the payment-for-effort basis. 
!I 
I 
I 
Research after 1923.-- The work of The Educational 
finance Inquiry stimulated a great deal of research i~ the 
!I years which followed 1923. Indexes of· the cost of a like 
,:i 
~I ':"'"~_,/.__,.A_s_u_r_v_e_y_,·-m-a--:;-de under the auspices of the American Council 
.. rj on Education during the years 1921-24. (Thirteen volumes) 
k G. D. Strayer and R. M. Haig, The Financing of Education ~- in the State of New York. The Macmillan Company, 1923. 
' 1/ 
program in all· cornmuni.tie s were deveilloped by Mort.- This 
served to rerine the legal teacher units which were already 
in operation in N~rth Carolina and in Calirornia. Attacking 
the problem or determining the cost of a minimum program, 
Schmidt2/ made a study or the relation of the educational 
. 3/ 
program to the finance program, and Spencer,-.his study of a 
minimum state salary schedule ror teachers. The report or 
.New York's Governor's Commission on School Finance4/ was the 
first to stress the possibilities or various combinations of 
the large- and small-fund plans of equalization. 5/ 
To Paul R. Mort belongs the distinction or having done 
most to clarify the principles of equalization as well as 
having been the rirst to perfect the best technique thus far 
developed ror rorm~1ating an equalization plan which takes 
into consideration difrerences in expenditures between 
. I 
l/ 
L 
Paul R. Mort, The Measurement of Educational Need: A 
Basis·ro~ Distributing State Aid. Contributions to Educa-
tion, No. 150. Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, 
Columbia University, 1924. 
A. w. Schmidt, Development of a State 1 s Minimum Educational 
Program. Contributions to Education, No. 508. Bureau or 
Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1932. 
Paul R. Spencer, A State Minimum Teachersr Salary Schedule. 
Contributions to Education, No. 519. Bureau of Publica-
tions, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1932. 
New York Governor's Commission on School Finance and Ad-
ministration. Report of The Commission, pp. 61-65. J. B. 
Lyon Co., Albany, New York, 1926. 
~/ F. H. Swift, op. cit. p. 293-294. 
/ 
' \...._../ 
15 .. 
various types of school units. 1 / Mort applied this technique 
,, 
'I 
II 
or the State of New York in 1924. He defined a weighted 
upil to be "a pupil taught in an elementary school in a 
villa~e or a city which has an average daily attendance of 
ore than 142 pupils. 11 The main steps in applying the Mort 
lan are these: 2/ 
2/ 
1. Determining the number of weighted pupils for 
each school unit in the state and for the entire state. 
2. Det~rmining a satisfactory minimum education 
program in terms of expenditure per weighted pupil. 
3. Determining how much of the cost of the pro-
posed program is equalized by present state funds. 
4. Computing for entire state and for each com-
munity the cost, in te~ms of expenditure per.weighted 
pupil, of providing the proportion of proposed progr·am .. 
not equalized by state funds other than equalization 
fund. (Such balance must be met by state and local 
funds.) 
5. Determination of a uniform state-wide local 
tax rate which every community shall be required to 
levy in order to share in equalization fund. 
6. Determination of amount which state must pro-
vide for state equalization fund. 
The outline of Mort's equalization plan is F. H. Swift's 
analysis of the,plan as stated in Paul R. Mort, State 
Aid for the Public Schools of the State of New York, 
Part II, in (Report of) Special Joint Committee on Taxa-
tion and Retrencbment of the Legislature of the State of 
New York, Albany, 1925. 
In formulating his equalization technique, Mort was first 
to provide for differences in expenditures between nigh 
schools and elementary schools, between urban and rural 
schools, between one-room and rural and ·consolidated 
rural schools, and differences between large and small 
schools. 
. // . 
u 
16. 
New York was first to-attempt to utilize the principles 
of the Mort plan in the distribution of an equalization fund. 
New York, in 1925~ passed legislation providing equalization 
grants to districts maintaining high schools or academic de-
partments, and to districts employing five or more elementary 
grades. So successful was this plan that in 1925 New York ex-
tended·equaliz~tion to all classes of schools and districts. 1/ 
This action was an indorsement of the principles of equaliza-
tion as formulated by Mort. Today, in the opinion of the 
National Educational Association's Research Division, 2/New 
York offers: · 11 the outstanding example of a state which sue-
cessfully equalizes the cost of a carefully developed school 
!lprogram. 11 
The influence of research in point~ng out the need for 
:i equalization as well as the principles by which it might be 
accomplished was sure to be evidenced in the trend of states 
.,to more and more distribute aid according to some equaliza-
tion formula. Today, forty-one states3/ allot equalization 
lfunds, while in 1933, only thirty-three states were classified 
as equalization states. 4/ In 1945-46, an average of 29%5/ of 
total state aid, of all forty-eight states, was equalization 
l/ F. H. Swift, op. cit. p. 295. 
2/ NEA Research Bulletin No. 20, op. cit. p. 169. 
3/ Table l. 
4/ NEA Research Bulletin No. 20, op. cit. p. 169. 
:1 I 5 Table 3 • 
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hid. In 1933-34 the percentage of equalization aid, as com-~~ . 1/ 
t
ared with total state aid of all states, averaged twenty-two.-
In the light of the growing importance of equalization, 
lit might be safe to say that, in some future time, equaliza-~1on aid will far outstrip general and special aid as a means 
'I ~y which state aid is disbursed. 
i 
: 
I 
I 
1/ :t-TEA Research Bulletin No. 20, op. cit. Table ~2~. 
i 
i 
I 
! 
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CHAPTER II 
STATE EQUALIZATION FUNDS AND POLICIES 
States 'Providing Equalization Aid 
1 
Forty-one states (all except .Arizona, Delaware, New 
I . 
exico, North Carolina, Oregon, South Dakota, and Virginia) 
I 
istribute aid according to some type of equalization plan. 
i 
~Table l). The number o.f states listed as equal.ization 
states in Table l compares with thirty-three such states 
i 
1xisting in 1933.1/ California, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Wan~as North Dakota Washington, and Wyoming are eight ~tates,that have bee: added to the list of equalization 
Jtates since 1933. New Mexico, which joined the group of Jquali~ation states in 1935, dropped out in 1941 as a result J~f legislation that removed the equa~ization provisions from I , Tihe state aid law.g Likewise, South Dakota, an equalization 
~tate since 1933, in 1945 discontinued the practice of dis-~ributing school funds on aii equalization basis. 
I Variations in equalization funds.-- Among the major 
! 
differences evidenced in the equalization ~ata of the various 
ttates is the great variation in the percentages of total 
rJ NEA Bulletin No. 20, op. cit. p. 190-191. 
~~ Ibid p. 170. 
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Table 1. · Equalization and Non-Equali-.zation States, 1946 
States Providing Equalization Funds 
1. Alabama 
2. Arkansas 
3. Cali.fornia 
4. Colorado 
5. Connecticut 
6. Florida 
7. Georgi? 
8. Idah~, 
9. Illinois 
10. Indiana 
11. Iowa 
il2. 
1 13. 
114. 
115. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
II 
; 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryla....11.d 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
22. Montana 
23. Nebraska 
24. Nevada 
25. New Hampshire 
26. New Jersey 
27. New York 
28. North Dakota 
29. Oklahoma 
30. Pennsylvania 
·31. Rhode Island 
32. Ohio 
33. South Carolina 
34. Tennessee 
35. Texas 
36. Utah 
37. Vermont 
38. Washington 
39. West Virginia 
40. Wisconsin 
41. Wyoming 
States Not providing 
l. Arizona 
2. Delaware / 
3. New Mexico~ 
North Carolina 
Oregon . b/ 
6. South Dakota-
Virginia 
--1-4. 
-5. 
~7. 
New Mexico, which was added to the group o.f equalization 
states in 1935 ,. dropped out as a result o.f legislation 
in 1941. 
South Dakota does not have an.equalization .fund so-called, 
but appropriates .funds to aid those districts which, with 
a maxim~ tax levy, do not have .su.f.ficient income to op-
erate their schools. 
In Idaho both state and county unite and allocate equaliz-
ation .funds to districts. 
~tate aid devoted to equal~zation .funds and grants. (Table 3). 
this respect, Iciaho, ~~enJJ;1sylva....11.ia, Vermont; and New York, 
ontrast with Montana, Colorado, Florida, Nebraska, Massachu-
and Indiana. As is evident in Table 2, the .former 
disburse more than 90 per cent o.f their school .funds 
~ 
20. 
1lon an equaiization basis 7 while the latter six states allo-
1 
:1cate less than lO per ;cent of their total state funds for 
! 
!equalization purposes. Prior to IdahoTs equalization law 
of 1933, 17 per cent of the school fund of each county was 
hable 2. 
i 
Variations in Per Cent of Total State Ai~/ 
Devoted to Equalization Funds and Grants-
Per Per 
State ~ear pent State Year Cent l~--~(~l~)----~~~~2~)~(~3~),_ ____ ~(~4~)-----+~1~5~l-r~(6~) 
Idaho ............. !44-45 100 Kansa'S ........... 43-44 19 
'pennsylvania ...... ~4-45 97 Georgia····~···· 44-45 18 
IVermont •••••••••• ~4-45 97 New Jersey •.•••• 44-45 17 
.New York .......... f44-45 94 Rhode Island •••• 44-45 17 
So. Carolina ...... ~4-45 87 Utah ••.•••...••• 44-45 17 
Oklahoma ., •••••••• k!:4-45 76 Washington •••••• 45-46 16 
Alabama •••....••• 143-44 73 W. Virginia • • • • • 44-45 14 
New Hampshire .••• 43~44 65 Wyoming •••.••••• 43-44 13 
Michig~~ ••••••••• ~3-44 61 Maine •••••.••.•• 45-46 13 
Connecticut •••.•• 44-45 52 California •••.•• 45-46 13 
Mississippi •••••• ~4-45 49 Texas ••••••••.•• 44-45 13 
Wisconsin •••••.•• ~5-46 47 Nevada ••••••.••• 44-45 lO 
Missouri ••••••••• 44-45 39 Kentucky ......... 44-45 lO 
Maryland ••••.•.•• 45-46 38 Indiana •••••••.• 44-45 9 
Arkansas ••••••••• 44~45 30 Massachusetts ••• 45-46 9 
Minnesota ......... ~4-45 29 Nebraska ••••.••• 44-45 9 
Illinois •••.•...• ~4-45 25 Florida ••••.•••• 44-45 5 
No. Dakota ••••••• ~3-44 24 Colorado •••••••• 44-45 4 
Louisiana ••.••••• !45-46 22 Mont~a ••••••••• 44-45 3 
Ohio ••••••••••.••. 145-46 21 Iowa- • • • • • • • • . • • 0 
Tennessee •••••..• 144-45 21 
a/ Equalization aid legislation passed in 1945. No record 
of funds spent after inauguration of the program. 
set aside as a county equalization fund. No equalization aid 
was distributed by the state before that time. Since 1933, 
Idaho's state department of education cooperates with counties 
.~/ In specified years. 
1':-::---
/ 21 
distributing all school funds on, equalization·bases. 
In studying Tab~e 2, it should be remembered that no defi~ 
I 
conclusion as to the relative importance~ of equalization 
unds in the various states 'can be reached from a mere percent-
Before such a conclusion can be reached, it 
to know in detail the methods employed by. 
various states in handling their equalizat·ion programs. 
ex·ample, according to the data in Table 2, Ohio devotes 
cent of state aid to equalization, while Vermont 
. d certain other states which have equalization programs in-
,erior to tha~ of Ohio, 1 / are shown to distrib~te a much larger 
lart of their total aid in equalization grants. 
·t Di~~erences in state equalization policies,-- Signi~icant 
' ~~:::D:c:~e in~::::::u:~~::t~::a~~::i:i ::, ~::mv~~o:~ffer-
~tates; (2) differences in sources of equalization revenue; 
I• I 
t3) differences in the scope and basis of the minimum program; 
t4) differences in the bases of eligibility for equalization 
lid; (5) C:l,ifferences .in methods of apportioning equalization 
}un~s. 2/' 
I The first of these ~ive classifi·cations of differences 
Aas been considered in the analysis of Table 2. It rem~hns 
ho consider the other four in the ,following pages. 
Sources of Equalization Funds 
The faults of the general property tax, a need for in-
'! reased public school. funds, and a wi~er apprecia.ti,on of 
Thes,e states are rated in Table 9 wherein is contained 
the basis for this statement. 
F. H. Swift, op. cit. p. 254. 
22. 
sound tax principles, are some of-the causes for the crea-
tion of new types of taxes. The shift of our national eco-
nomic life fro~ an agricultural to a manufacturing and com-
mercial economy, has resulted in a change in the form of 
property and wealth. Wealth was formerly represented almost 
other than t~~gible prop~rty can be made to contribute their 
just quota to public expenditures only by means of a special 
form of taxation. States are giving more attention to these 
newer sources of school revenue. In Table 3 are listed the 
I 
~~various taxes now used as sources of school revenues and the 
number of equalization states employing each type. 
Table 3. Types of Taxes Collected by Equalization States 
for ¥ducation, and Number of States Employing 
Each-/ 
I 
i' States States I 
I Tax Employing Tax Employing 
II 
I 
I 
l. Income 
• • • • • • • e 20 13. Licenses • • e • • • 5 
2. Sales . . . . . . . . . 17 14. Motor Vehicle . 5 
3. Liquor ......•.. 17 15. Poll . . . -. . . . . . 4 
4. Property . . . . . . 12 16. Amusements .... 3 
5. Corporation . . . 12 17. Chain Store . .. 3 
6. Inheritance ... 12 18. Occupational . . 3 
7. Severance- ••••• 10 19. Intangibles ... 3 
8. Tobacco . . . . . . . 8 20. Ad Valorem • • • tl 3 
9. Utilities . . . . . 8 21. Ra:ilr.oads ..... 3 
10. Motor Fuel· •••• 8 22. School Tax .... 3 
ll. Insurance . . . . . 8 23. Motor Carrier . 3 
12. Franchise ..... 5 24. Savings Bank . . 2 
l/ Based on information reported in School Finance Systems 
for the individual states. 
I 
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Taxes.-- Of' the f'orty-one-states providing equalization 
f'unds, nine derive their respective f'unds f'rom the proceeds 
of' certain state taxes upon all or a portion of' the proceeds 
.of' which the equalization f'und has a direct legal claim. In 
six states the practice is to set aside or to use all or a 
portion of' some other school f'und as an'equalization f'und or 
as a source of' equalization aid. In Nevada, the major por-
tion of' the school f'und,f'rom which the equalization f'und is 
set aside, is itself' derived f'rom the proceeds of' a school 
tax on which the schools have a legal claim. (See Table 5) 
The usual practice, however, is f'or the states to f'urnish 
equalization aid f'rom appropriations f'rom the state general 
revenue f'und. Thirty states f'ollow this method of' f'urnish-
ing equalization aid. 
Table 4 presents the practices f'ollowed by the nine 
states which provide equalization f'unds directly f'rom the 
proceeds of' state taxes. 
Table 4. Equalization Funds Derived f'rom Taxes on Which 
·Funds Have a Direct Legal Claim 
State 
(1) 
Colorado ..... 
Florida •••••• 
Kansas ••••••• 
[New Jersey ••• 
North Dakg_ya • 
Okl~9ma- •• 
Utah-/ ••••.••• 
Title of' Fund 
(2) 
Equalization 
Equalization 
School Aid 
Reserve 
Equalization 
Equalization 
Equalization 
(continued o~ page 24) 
Type of' Tax 
(3) 
Income 
a/ 
Sales 
School Tax 
Sales 
Beverage 
Property 
Portion of' Tax 
to· Which Fund 
is Entitled 
{4) 
35 per cent 
Amounts needed 
Amounts needed 
10 per cent 
7/l2ths 
b/ 
c/ 
"I 
II 
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(concluded) 
Portion o:f Tax 
State Title o:f Fund Type o:f .Tax to Which Fund 
is Entitled 
(3) ~ (l) d/ i~) t• $800,6~6 ennessee-d •••• Equa lZa J.:on Tobacco 
1 
ashington=l •••• Equalization Auto Excise 78 per cent 
'I 
'I I~ 
I 
II 
a.; Portions o:f liquor, license, inventory, and chain store 
taxes are earmarked as needed to this :fund. 
b/ Any amoQ~t o:f the beverage tax not needed :for the pur-
pose o:f supplementing county school relief funds is 
allocated to the equalization fund. 
Revenue for the equalization :fund is obtained :from a 
general property tax sufficient to raise $5 per person 
o:f school age. 
Disburses equalization aid through general fund appro-
priations also. (See Table 5) 
As can be seen from the data in Table 4, only two states, 
Kansas and North Dakota, have a common, tax source which they 
devote to their respective funds. In each o:f the remaining 
. 
seven states some special type tax is used. 
Table 5. Equalization Funds Provided by Setting Aside a 
Portion o:f Another School Fund 
State 
. Jl) 
1 .. Alabama 
2. Florida 
3. Indiana 
4. Louisiana 
Equalization 
Fund 
(2) 
, Minimum Program 
Equalization 
School Relief 
Equalization 
(continued on page 25) 
Fund From Which 
Appropriated 
t 3) 
Educational-
Trust 
School Fund 
State Tuitio:g./ 
Property Tax-
Relief Fund 
Major Tax 
Source 
(4) 
Sales,Tobacco 
a/ 
Property,Poll 
Income,Liquor 
Utilities 
/ 
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Table 5. (concluded) 
.. 
I Equalization Fu..nd From Which lVIaj or Tax 
I State Fund Appropriated Source 
I (l) (2) (3) (4) I 
;5. Minnesota ·special Aid Income Tax Fund Income 
'6. Nevada Equalization State Distribu- School Tax 
tive Fund 
I 
I 
I 
13./ In 1945 interest on the state school fund was earmarked fo 
b __ I 
I 
tl 
I 
equalization. 
If revenue for equalization is not sufficient to guarantee 
$30 per educable child, the balance will be supplied from 
the Property Tax Relief Fund. 
1 In 1928, sixteen states provided equalization funds by 
iSetting aside a portion of another school fund.l/ As shown 
,r 
1,~n the above table, in 1945 only six states follow such 
~ractice. In 1928, eight states depended upon the property 
I 
:~ax as their major source of revenue; at tl-le present time, 
~~~y one state, Indiana, uses the property tax for equaliza-
~lon purposes. Two states, Louisiana and Minnesota, employ 
riLncome taxes as revenue for equalization funds. 
I · Appropriations.-- The practice·of earmarking taxes for 
special school funds is fast declining in importance as a 
rethod or distributing state schOol revenue. The dependence 
ff schools upon money appropriated, by state legislatures 
~rom st·ate general revenues has increased. 2/ Swift3/ found 
~/ F. H. Swift, op. cit. p. 257~ 
2/ NEA Bulletin, No. 20, op. cit. p. 175. 
B/ o·p • cit • p. 256. 
r 
'I I'! .I 
]:' 
'i/ 
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that in 1928 only twelve states appropriated monies from· 
state general funds for equalization purposes. Table 6 
shows that in 1945 thirty states depended upon general funds 
for equalization revenue. 
Table 6. E~ualization Funds Provided by Appropriations 
from State General Funds or Revenue 
State 
( 1) 
l. Arkansas ••••. 
2. California ••• 
3. Connecticut •• 
4. Georgia •••••• 
5. Idaho ••••.••• 
6. Illinois ••••• 
7. Kentucky ••••• 
8. 
9. 
ljlO. llll. li·l2. 
i 13. 
I 14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
i 21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
Maine •••••••• 
Maryland ••••• 
Massachusetts 
Michigan ••••• 
Mississippi •• 
Missouri ••••• 
Montana •••••. 
Nebraska ••••• 
New Hampshire 
New York ••••• 
Ohio •........ 
Oklahoma ••• ~ • 
Pennsylvania • 
Rhode Island • 
South Caroiina 
Tennessee •.•• 
Texas .•...... 
Utah •..••••.. 
Title of Equalization 
Funds or Grants 
l . t~ 2 )F d Equa lza lon un I 
State School Funda 
Equalization Aid 
Equalization Fund 
Public School Income 
Common School Fund 
Equalization Fund 
Equal·ization Fund 
Equalization Aid 
Equalization Aid 
School Aid 
Equalizing Fund 
State School Moneys I 
School General F~~ 
Equalization Aida/ 
Equalization Aida 
Equalization Aid 
Equalization Aid I 
Equalization Fund0 · 
Equalization Aid 
Equalization Aid / 
State School Aid0 .1 
Equalization Aida; 
Equalization Fund 
Uniform School Fund 
26. Vermont •••••• Equalization Aid I 
,
11
27 • Washington ••• Current School Fun~ 
I
I 28. West Virginia Equalization Aid 
'\, 29. Wisconsin Equalization Fund 
I 30. Wyoming Equalization Fund 
Major Tax Source±/ 
of Revenue 
(3) 
Sales,Tobacco,Prop. 
Sales, Income 
Property, Corp·. 
Ad valorem,Liquor, 
Income 
Chain Store,Sever-
ance 
Sales, Occupation 
Property,Income 
Property 
Income,Liquor,Corp. 
Income 
Railroads, Utilities 
Sales,Income,Tobac-
co 
Sales,Income,Liquor 
Income,Corp. 
Licenses 
Property,Banks 
Corp. ,Motor Fuel 
Sales 
Liquor,Licenses 
Capital Stock,Corp. 
Corp.,Banks,Estate 
Liquor,Income,Corp. 
Tobacco,Property 
Motor Fuel 
Income,Property, 
Liquor 
Income,Inheritance 
Licenses,Sales, 
Liquor 
Sales,Chain Store 
Income,Utilitj,es 
Severance 
II, ---------=-------,----------lr----------
lij (continued on page 27) 
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I ~able 6. (conclud~d) 
il 
!1 Indicates only major taxes. Additional tax sources for 
-~~ each state are listed in Table 3. 
~/ Equalization aid provided for elementary schools only. 
~/ Appropriations to equalization funds are made from state r general funds through general school funds. 
~/ Combines earmarked revenues with appropriations. 
~/ Earmarks $800,000 of tobacco tax revenue to equalization r but the major source of equalization aid is appropriated. 
I 
·, 
An analysis of Table 6 shows that, _among states providi1;1g 
,equalization funds by appropriations, in twelve, the one most 
~~o~tant source of the state general fund is the income tax; 
1
ln nlne, the liquor tax; and in seven, the sales tax. Only 
~~ive states use the property tax as a school revenue source. fa l928 the majority of states maintaining general funds de-
'llended upon the property tax as the major source of their 
equalization funds.!/ In this same year, only four general 
I 
II 
und states distributing equalization ai,d used income taxes 
as revenue, while no state collected sales taxes to bolster 
~p·its general fund. 
I . 
Policies Affecting the Formation o; Minimum Programs 
Most of the equalization states seek to equalize the 
burdens of school support by agreeing to provide sufficient 
aid to finance a state prescribed minimum program in all 
1/ Op. cit. p. 256.· 
'I , 
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schools from c2mbined state and local funds. In other 
words, the state will supplement local funds in providing 
for a prescribed educational program which otherwise could 
not be maintained by local resources alone. 
The bases for determining minimum programs may be 
(l) left to the discretion of state authorities; (2) based 
on pupil cost; (3) based on costs per pupil cost; (4) based 
on cost per teacher and an approved local budget. (Table 6) 
Program left to the discretion of state authorities.--
Some states make no attempt to 'formulate a specific program 
which may be equalized, but rather provide funds to be dis-
tributed among poorer districts at the discretion of the 
state board of education or some other central authority. 
This central authority decides the projects for which equal-
ization grants shall be made, the amounts allowed, and the 
minor civil divisions to be aided. New Hampshire and 
Montana.,'distr.ibute, ~qua,lization aid solely on this basis. 
New Jersey, North Dakota, and West Virginia use this method 
l .in conjunction with other bases •1/ 
Program based on pupil cost.-- Programs of this type 
~e computed in various ways. Perhaps the most simple method 
is for each dist~ict 1 s, program to be calculated on a definite 
1/ New Jersey apportions· the major part of her funds accord-
ing to legal quotas which are based on allowances for em-
ployees1 salaries, and average daily attendance. West 
Virginia provides that cost of the foundation program in 
excess of a 45 per cent general aid distribution made by 
the state. North Dakota apportions equalization aid on 
a per pupil b~sis also. 
,-:.·-
i ' 
• 
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of. prorated allowance per school· child •. Thus, Kentucky 
e~~alizes a minimum p~ogram by distributing funds to eligible 
ll ~~stricts so as to provide $40 per pupil in average daily 
,~mbership. Kansas, Michigan, Vermont, and Wyoming provide 
that every eligible school district shall be credited with a IL . . . 
rd · imum number of pupils, regardless of the actual number. 
II . 
~~ansas provides that in districts having a classroom too 
~mall in attendance to insu~e receiving $1000 on a per pupil 
~asis, allowed cost may be as high as $100 per pupil. Ver-
1ont considers a five or ten-pupil school as having twenty-
! 
ine pupils. Michiganrs law provides that no school will be 
1onsidered as havi~g less than thirteen pupils and allocates 
~ minimum of $875 to each teacher unit without regard to 
actual number· of pupils attending. Wyoming counts as one 
Jbit a rural school with as low as three pupils. Some states 
Jrovide for a minimum program on both a pupil cost and 
Jeacher unit basis. (Table 7) California provides for 
I 
I 
~able 7. 
~, 
Class~fication and Bases Employed in Determining 
Minimum Program, and States Employing Each 
I 
~roup 
.1 of 
·I 
!I I. 
I 
and Number 
States 
( l) 
4 . ... Iii •••• 
Bases 
[2J 
Discretion of 
State Authority 
II. 17 ••••.•.• Pupil Cost 
·t (continued on page 30) 
States Employing 
. (3) 
North Dakota,New Hmapshire, 
New Jersey,West Virginia 
Arkansas,a/california,Con-
necticut,Illinois,Iowa, 
Kansas,Kentucky,Mi/higan, / 
Minnesota,NevaJa,b New York,b 
North D~kota,~ Ohio,~hode · 
Island,-/washi~gton,-lvermont, 
West Virginiac; 
Table 7. (concluded) 
I~~ 
Qiij' oup 
Ill of' 
I' I 
II. 
I 
' !Iv. 
and Number 
States 
(1) 
16 •.•••••• 
l4 ........ . 
Bases 
( 2) 
Teacher Unit 
Teacher Costs 
and Approved 
Local Budget 
30 
States Employing 
(3) 
Colorado,Florida,Idaho,Maine, 
Missouri,Montana,Nebraska, 
Nevada,New York,Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island,Texas,Utah, Wis-
consin,Wyoming 
Alabama,Arkansas,Georgia,In-
diana,Maryland,Louisiana, 
Massachusetts,Mississippi~/ 
New Harnpshire,New Jersey,-
Oklahoma,South Carolina, 
Tennessee,Wisconsin 
Jy The names of certa~n states appear more than once 1~ the 11 present table, e.g. Arkansas, because such states provide 
1 more than one type of equalization grant and employ diff.'er-
1 ent bases in apportioning them. 
~lV See Group III and f.'ootnote ~/ •1 }cl l See Group I. 
e~~ualization only in elementary schools and thus considers only 
tourteen elementary pupils in computing aid. Seven states, 
linois, Iowa, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, and 
I 
ermont, make allowances for the higher cost of secondary edu-
c~tion; consequently these states give greater weight to high 
s~h~ol pupils in :omputing the minimum p:er-:stndent cost. A 
al method of computing the minimum program is used by the 
ate of' Washington, in order that the small schools, in 
ich the pupil-teacher ration is necessarily low, may have 
31 
funds. One plan is based ?nan· allowance of 20 cents 
r pupil, per day; the alternate permits an allowance of $~00 
school employee. Districts are given the privilege of 
' ' 
ohoosing the plan which will be used in computing aid for 
:! 
their schools • 
. , 
'I 
;1 Program based on teacher unit.-- Fifteen states compute 
II 
1teir respective minimum programs subject to equalization 
g, ants on the basis of an allowed expenditure per teacher 
! 
•I 
Jnit. In each case the number of teacher units is figured on 
~~~~e basis of average daily attendance or attendance units, 
I The s~plest methods of computing .a minimum program on 
!I ~he basis of costs per teacher unit are employed by Colorado 
d Florida, which allow a uniform expenditure of $1800, and 
per teache~ unit, respectivelye j .. Twelv~ states,!/ employing the teacher unit basis in deter-
lnlng the minimum program 1 recognize different ~lasses of 
teacher units and provide different allowances for them. All ~welve make distinctions in amounts allowed for elem~ntary and· 
~igh school units on the basis that secondary school costs are 
Jigher than those of elementary schools. Nebraska attempts to 
~qualize only among so-called 11weak districts, 112/ and ~ccords 
!I ~o aid to high schools. Nevada, Wisconsin, and ~yoming 
I I 
I/ 
L 
Idaho, Maine, Missouri, Nevada, New York, Nevada, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming •. 
A !tweak district 11 is a rural district that contains twelve 
or more sections of land which cannot support an adequate 
school from the proceeds of a specified tax levy. 
11 32 -· 
cl~nsider rural districts as distinc-t from others in computing 
elhualization aid.· Costs of kindergartens are equalized by New 
II ~prk and Utah. New York extends its equalization program to 
sbecial classes. 
!',, 
, New York draws distinction between types .of districts in 
:I 
c
1
\alculating aid. It determines the eligibility of schools 
for equalization aid on a teacher unit basis, onl'y- in the cen-
J~al districts; 1/ in a new program adopted in 1945, New York 
Jbits the weighted'teacher unit from the state aid formula 
dlor cities., union free schools, and common school districts. 
' 
Program based on cost per teacher and approved local ;-
b:Udget.~- Thirteen states2/attempt to equalize local school 
Jldgets composed of teachers' salaries and certain approved 
I 
l
1
,osts. 3/ Some states provide for teacher salary expenses only, 
I d these must be on an approved scale. Other states include 
I 
rovision fGr other expenses in addition to those resulting 
I 
rom teachers' salaries. Five states, Arkansas, New Jersey, 
I 
outh Carolina, Tennessee, and Wisconsin, limit allowances to 
~eacher salaries only. Eight states, Alabama, Georgia, In-
1iana, Maryland, Massachusetts; Mississippi, Oklahoma, and 
~/ Those districts distinguished from those of cities, union 
free school and common school districts. 
~.,II./ Table 7. 
I ~/ It would be possible to consider these states as constitu-
ting tvro separate groups; however, the fundamental princi-
ple is the same, whether the approved local budget covers 
merely deficits in 'teacher costs or in cost~ for salaries, 
maintenance, operation, etc. 
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lennesse_e, permit allowances base<). on teachers 
1 salaries plus 
ertain approved expenses • 
. 
. 
!I 
H 
Bases of Eligibility for Equalization Grants 
A major problem facing states in establishing an equaliza-
I ~ion fund is that involve~ }n determining the bases upon which 
~ligibility :fo;- equalization aid will be decided. The most 
common method is for states to base eligibility on the tax-
~ble wealth of districts in terms of (1) valuation measured by 
II I 
~roceeds of local tax; (2) valuation per child; (3) valuation 
Jer teacher; (4) valuation per tax receipts. States employing 
~hese bases are detailed in the following paragraphs. 
I 
I 
I Local tax.-- Thirty-four of the forty-one states which 
trovide equalization funds or grants apportion their respective 
~qualization funds among those civil subdivisions which levy ~ 
local tax of a specified rate but are unable from the proceeds 
if this tax, together with other availaole state and local 
II 
school revenues, to meet the cost of a minimUm program form-
llated by the state. In states following such policy, the fol-
11 
aowing factors are significant: (1) whether or not the valua-
~ion is true valuation; (2) the rate of local tax. Table 8 
,, 
shows the states determining eligibility on the basis just 
'I 
1 
described 3 and the tax required in each case. 
Very little significance can be attached to the varia-
ions in Table & because of the wide differences in the per-
centage of true valuation upon which such taxes are based. 
i\ 
II] I I 
i ~· i ! 
~able 8. Proceeds of Local Tax a~Measure of Valuation and 
I Eligibility for Equalization Grants 
I 
l 
,, 
h. 
1
2. 
3 •. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
17. 
'8. j,9. 
JlO. 
311. 
:liz. 
:ll3. i4. 
'I I5. 
'I JL6. 
'I JL7. 
:ll8. l9. 
" 20. 
II 21. 
" 22. 
!I 23· • 
. , 
24. 
·I 
25. 
il 
26. 
., 
27. ,, 
28. 
II 29. 
II 
30 .. 
" 31. 
I 32. 
;33. 
~4-
State 
(1) 
Arka.Il.sas • •••.•••••••••• 
Qalifornia •••••••••••• 
Colorado •.••••..•••.•• 
Florida ••••••••••••••• 
Georgia ••••••••••••••• 
Idaho .. ...••.......•.... 
Illinois •••. ~ ••••••••• 
Indiana.- ....... ~ ... .. . 
Iowa •. ................. 
Kansas • ................ 
Kentucky ............... . 
Maine •• .••.••••.•• ~ ...• 
Marylalld •. ................ 
Michigan ••..•.... ..... 
Minnesota •.....•..•... 
Missouri .. • ...•........ 
Montana ...... • · ......... . 
Nebraska ....•......... 
Nevada ............... ••• 
New Ha.I11.pshire •••••• · ••• 
New York •••••.• ~······ 
North Dakota .......... . 
Ohio • .•...•.... 41 • • ~ •••• 
Oklahoma ..•..........• 
Pennsylvania ••••••.•••. 
Rhod·e Island ........... . 
South Carolina •••••••• 
Tennessee ••••••••••••• 
Texas • ••.•••.• · •.••••.•• 
Utah . .................. . 
Vermont •••••••. ......• 
Washington •••••••••••• 
Wisconsin ••.•••••••••• 
wyoming ....... · ..•...... 
Compulsory Tax 
Political Body 
Levying 
Rate in Mills 
. t(~)t Dls rlc 
District 
District a/ 
County 
District 
District 
District 
District 
District 
District 
District· 
Towns 
County 
District 
Di.strict 
District 
District 
District 
County 
District 
District· 
District 
District 
District 
District 
Towns 
District 
County 
,Districts 
Districts 
Districts 
Districts 
District 
District 
i~) 
20 
6 
7 
5 
4 
2.5 
lOb/ 
17-
5 
7.5 
c/ 
5.6 
2.5 
30 
20 
15 
8 
3.5 
5 
0.6 
c/ 
3 
11 
5 
8 
3 
4.5 
5 
5.5 
7.5 
10 
~.~! 
1; Colorado requires counties to levy a 1 mill tax also. 
T 
~/ Seventeen-:-mill levy for independent districts-maintaining 
high schoolsj 10 mills for other districts maintaining 
high schools, and 7-mill levy for elementary school dis-
tricts. 
,(continued on page 35) 
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:I 
~lble B. 
!I 
(concluded) 
' 
~V Must be above state average. 
er of education. 
35 
Need determined by commission-
2.5, r.5, or 6 mills, depending on type of school maintain-
ed. 
tus, New York requires the levying o:f a tax o:f less than 1 
jill upon true valuation. Some of the states require taxes to 
~e levied on valuation equalized by a state commissioner or 
]ome o:her central authoritY; howev~r, in other states, taxes 
]re levied on assessed valuations which are notoriously un-
11 ' ' ~ound, representing varying percentages of true valuations. 1 / 
I ler· Valuation per child.-- North Dakota distributes part of 
equalizati~:m aid on a per pupil basis in amoun~s varying 
n an inverse relation to the variation per pupil assessed 
j 1 t . f . . d. t . t 1 h th 
]
a ua 1on o. rece1vlilg 1s r1c s. For ex~ e, w en e as-
llessed valuation of property in the school districts is $3200 
14er pupil.;· payment will be. made at the rate of 50 cents per 
! 
pupil. This payment is increased by 50 cents per pupil for 
~ach decrease in $100 in valuation per pupil. 
! ' 
Valuation per teacher.-- Wisconsin limits equalization 
grants to school districts having. an equalized valuation per 
1•acher.o:f less tha~oo,ooo. A district is required to levy 
r tax rate of two mills or more. 
iistrict the amount of a tax, a~ 
l/ Swift, op. cit. p. 264. 
The state then pays to the 
the rate actually levied by 
!I 
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~district, on any amount by which th~ district's valuation 
I is less than $200,000 per teacher. 
Tax receipts~-- In Connecticut, state grants for teacher 1 s 
s,alaries, high school tuition, and elementary and high school 
;! • 
I 
~~a:hspor~ation, . are disbursed. on. the basis of. a sliding scale 
q;f percentage reimbursements 1n lnverse relat1on to the finan-
1 
qlial ability of towns measured by average tax receipts. 
I 
Massachusetts partially reimburses towns for school expendi-
tures in inverse proportion to the quotient obtained by divid-
1 
jng the percentage of total state tax paid in each town by its 
~verage school membership. 
jj Miscellaneous bases of eligib.ili ty .. -- West Virginia pro-
tides a modif-ication or refinement of required local tax rate nd assessed valuation bases. Under this plan the basis of 
·j -
~ligibility is the yountyrs 11 local share of revenue." The 
]local share of revenue" for each county is 95 per cent of the 
imount obtained by multiplying the classified assessed valua-
~ions or property in the county as or the year 1938 by the . 
luthorized school. tax rate for the current year. Counties re-
IJ . ~eive from the state the difference between its 11 local share ~f revenue" and the cost of the school foundation program, if 
!. 
~hat difference exceeds 45 per cent of the cost of the pro-
11 grrun. Only that part of the amount received that is in excess 
I 
pf 45 per cent of the cost of the foundation.program is equaliz-
ation aid. 
-e. 
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Other than yield of property taxes.-- All the measures 
0
11 ~ eligibility thus far discussed are based upon the yield 
! 
o.Jr property taxes or the value of the property upon which 
il taxes can be levied. Alabama provides for a new method of 
I 
~~lculating the required local effort in proportion to an 
ihdex which is an average of the assessed valuation of the 
school unit; expressed as a percentage of the state total,_ 
and an index of local taxpaying ability. This index of tax-
' I
~aying_ability is a weighted average for each school unit of 
,ix economic factors (sales taX paid; auto license paid; 
~ blic utility valuation; income tax paid; farm- income; value 
I 
dded by manufacture) expressed as percentages of their state 
. I 
1otal. 
I Two other states which determine eligibility on some 
I 
1asis other than .a specified local tax are Louisiana and New 
·;iersey. L~uisiana provides the difference between the cost of j s~ate minimum program and the sum of certain available 
d:tate and local school funds in each parish. New Jersey 
'rants equalization aid to school districts which in the judg-
1 . 
ent of the state board of education are unable to meet cer-
legal quotas. 
Apportionment of Equalization Funds 
Grants limited to certain types of districts.-- Cali-
fornia, NebraskaJ New Hampshire, and Wisconsin limit equaliz-
· ation grants to elementary schools. Prior to 1935 Vermont 
I 
e. 
! 
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~~mited her equalization program to assisting districts, pay-
i~g the salaries of rural districts only. 
:! 
1 Grants guaranteed versus prorated.-- Florida, Georgia, 
Inaho, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Missouri, and Nevada1 / 
. I . 
I 
guarantee. the, payment in full of all equalization grants to ~Lich eligible districts are entitled. This is due to the 
~let that funds from which equalization grants are paid ll . 
g~eatly exceed any possible claims~ 
:1 . 
I The most common practice among states is to create a 
1rparate equalization fund of fixed amount and to provide 
,hat grants therefrom shall, if necessar~, be prorated. 
Alkansas, Kentucky, and New Hampshire are exrunples of states 
,~Llan·chtsm.ake definite provisions for prorating equalization 
L Provisions for prorating are generally implied in 
e laws of the other states which do not guarantee definite 
·xed grants. 
Jl/ 
l 
Nevada guarantees equalization funds only to rural schools 
having not more than two full-time teachers. 
CHAPTER III 
EVALUATION OF STATE E~YALIZATION PROGRAMS 
Essentials Involved in Equalization Principle 
A review of the data in Chapter II will reveal that 
methods by which various states attempt to equalize school 
b~rdens differ greatly. Some state equalization plans_, 
stch as those of New York and Connecticut_,!/ are extremely 
c~mplex, while others, like the Massachusetts and Nebraska 
II 2/ plans,- are relatively simple. Some states may provide 
fir noth~ng more than the distribution of moderate sums to 
~ 
aj few financially weak districts in amounts determined by 
I . 
tte state board of education or some other state authority. 
A~kansas .and Mississippi, for example, do little more than 
follow this policy. 3/ The equalization law of another 
state may base the distribution of aid on objective measures 
11· · 
f0r gauging the need of local school units for education 
finds as well as the ability of the local units to raise 
t~e :funds needed :from .their own resources. This latter 
pblicy tends to effect the actual equalization of a defined 
· II h ,l · · d .. d .p .p.p • • t .p d . 
sic. oo program, provl e , O.L course, SU.L.L lClen. .L un s are 
lV These plans are treated throughout Chapter II. 
2V Page 43. 
3r· The plans of these two states are discussed on Page 42. 
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q 
~ . ~ 
~orthcoming to meet the requiremeQts of a well-equal~zed pro-
~ram. New York is the outstanding example of a state which 
successfully equalizes the cost of a carefully developed 
. 1/ 
school program.-
!l In any evalu~tion of e,qualization programs, it is well 
·! 
~o consider the essentials involved in realizing the equaliz-
~tion principle as stated by the Educational Finance Inquiry: 2/ 
i 
To carry into effect the principle of "equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity" and 11 equalization of 
school support" as.commonly understood, it would be 
necessary (a) to establish schools or make other ar~ 
raP~ements -sufficient to furnish the children in 
every locality within the state with equal education-
al opportunities up to some prescribed minimum; (b) 
to raise the funds necessary for this purpose by 
local or state taxation adjusted in such manner as 
to bear upon the people in all localities at the 
same rate in relation to their tax-paying ability •.• 
Among equalization states there are wide variations in 
the degree to which their plans conform with the recommenda-
4ions set forth by the Finance Inquiry. For example, thirty-
~lx equalization states, iq line with recommendation (a) 
Jbove, provide for a state-wide program; while six states 
~~Arkansas, Miss~ssippi, Nebraska, Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
~d in part North Dakota) do not attempt to equalize the cost 
lf a statewide program. 3/ 
II 
~/ NEA Bulletin No. 20, op. cit. p. 169. 
li; ~ 
.T 
I 
I 
G. D. Strayer and R. M. Haig, The Financing of Education 
in the state of New York, p. 174. Volume I of the report 
of The Educational Finance Inquiry Commission. The Mac-
millan Company, 1923. 
3/ For qualification of this statement in regards to 
see page 43. Arkansas and Mississippi, 
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Of the thirty-five states which establish a minimum pro-
gpam, all make attempts to put into effect recommendation (b) 
ld raise funds which will 11 bear upon the people.~ •• in rela-
t!~on to _their tax-paying ability. 11 Thirty of tlie s e minimum 
P.~ogra.m states guarantee aid to local units in amounts equal 
tb the difference in the cost of statewide minimum programs ~d the revenue that can be realized from the levy of a 
s~ecified number of mills of local taxes.1 / While these 
t lll·rty states agree h basically with each other in the princi-
4le upon which they base their minimum programs, they differ ~leatly in the outcomes· of their policies. This fact is 
I 
'I 
~feated in the following paragraph. 
11 Weaknesses in policies based on yield of local tax.--
Jhile the minimum program based on the y~eld of a required 
JLber of mills of local tax probably has within it the seeds' 
1~ an objectiv~ and efficient means of effecting equalization, 
there is much that must be done which might greatly improve 
JLis technique and make it less susceptible·to weaknesses to 
I . 
w ich it is now prone. For example, as can be discerned 
i 
~ om Table 8, there is lacking any uniformity among states 
I 
~ the,rate of local tax required of their political subdivi-
1 
•I 
1/~ons. Again, nnt one state has established, with any degree 
IV These states are listed in Table 8. Arkansas, Mississippi, 
'"""] Nebraska, and North Dakota are also listed in Table 8; 
these latter four states do not seek to equalize the cost 
of a statewide school program but require the local levy 
of a specified number of mills for participation in 
equalization aid. 
il 
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o~ uniformity~ general property tax evaluations.1 / These two 
r! 
facts tend to perpetuate inequalities rather than eliminate 
I 
I 
t:hem. 
To eliminate the evils of present day equ~lization pro-il 
:j 
grams based on the yield of local taxes, states must adopt 
II 
uhiform tax levies which are based on uniformly determined 
Jlluations. 
I 
I Equalization plans not based on minimum program.-- Six 
~ ates provide equalization aid on other than the cost of a 
1inimum program. 2/ ~wo of these states (Arkansas and Missis-
Jippi) use the budget deficit plan. These states fail to 
I p ovid~ aid sufficient to guarantee a minimum program in all 
lchools. Rather, they give aid in sufficient amounts to per-
Jit all schools to operate on a state approved budget. This 
1udget de:t:icit plan differs :from that based on fue minimum 1]rogr~ insofar as under the former budgets may not be uni-
orm ln all school units. Local units prepare their own 
I . 
'udgets and submit them for approval to the state board of 
]ducation or other state authority. However, if in any state 
il 
a school budget to be approved must provide for the expendi-
4ure of certain state prescribed amounts per teacherj per 
II . 
~upil~ and for transportation, tuition and other costs, there 
I ' R/ National Education Association. School Finance Goals. 
Research Bulletin of the National Educatlon Association 
1
: Education Association, Washington, D.C. 1
. (October 1946) No. 3, p. 94~ Division of the National 
:/Already referred to on page 40. 
T 
</ 
. II 
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be little difference between the pudget deficit plan and 
at which equalizes the cost of a uniform statewide minimum 
ogram. 1 / Arkansas may, in spite of its budget deficit plan, 
discretion 
I 
of the state board of education .. Its laws are 
I 
~eneral and provide equalization of school costs only if the 
" 
:J 
iocal school budgets approved by the state board are in con-
'ormity with a uniform statewide program. 
Massachusetts attempts to provide equalization by par-
!lially reimbursing school districts for salaries of teachers. 
I 
These salaries for which reimbursement is received must con-
form to a state ®inimum-salary schedule. No provision is 
·I 
Jade, however, to adjust reimbursements proportionally to 
~tate salary requirements. As a result, equalizati~n is not ~~ompletely achieved. Connecticut makes reimbursements in 
I 
~erms of a percentage of salaries actually paid, but there is 
,, 
no state salary schedule which guarantees payment by all towns 
il 
ef equal min:Lmum salaries based on equal training and experi-
1nce.2/ 
// Nebraska extends its minimum program only to so-called 
11lweak-districts 11 and fails to achieve a statewi.de minimum I . 
~rogram. The laws of North Dakota provide for the distribu-! . 
tion of equalization aid on two different bases neither of 
I 
~hich specifically defines a minimum program. 
,, . 
. ' 1/ NEA Bl!Illetin No. 20, op. cit., p. 170. 
- . ' I 
2/ Ibid 
I 
II 
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Recommended State Equalization Policies 
11 While the present study was being made, the National Edu-
cation Association Research Division was making an investiga-
t~on1/ into state .finance policie.s with the purpose o.f evaluat- · 
itg· them and recommending methods by which they might be im-
1 p~oved. In 
Association 
conjunction with other fiOurces o.f information, the 
- ' 2/ . 
used "School Finance Systems, It- which provided 
!I 
i 
much o.f its information. 
fl 
Because o.f this mutual source o.f 
data, the conclusions reached by the Association are similar 
II· 
i*' nature to the .findings o.f this investigation. .It is 
:I 
therefore deemed practicable to set .forth the cDnclusions 
~d recommendations o.f the National Education Association in 
;I 
r~gard to state equalization programs as representing also the 
,j •. 
cQnclusions and recommendations o.f the present writing. 
!\ Recommendations for improvement o.f equalization programs. 3/ 
il For the purpose o.f improving state equalization programs 
-T 
~d realizing equalization o.f the.burdens of school support 
' t~e .following recommendations should be put into .force: 
1/ 
I 
I 
I 
2Jr 
-I 
! 
3f 
National Education Association. School Finance Goals. 
Research Bulletin o.f the National Education Association, 
(OctoberN1946) Vol. XXIV No.3, p. 94, Division of the 
National Educat1on Association, Washingtonj D.C. 
These publications are explained on page 1 as being the 
chief source o.f data .for this study. 
The National Education Association stated these recommenda-
tions as goals. For the purpose of this study only minor 
changes have been made. For the most part these goals are 
quoted verbatim. 
. i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l. States should define a publi~-school foundation 
program in terms of specific annual costs of 
education, recognized as the basic amounts that 
must be made available for children in the 
public schools of the state. 
2. The foundation program or plan of school support 
should include amounts for instruction which are 
adjusted to variations in pupil-teacher ratios 
resulting from the operation of necessary schools 
in areas of sparse popula~ion. 
3. The foundation program calculations for the vari-
ous administrative units should include amounts 
for instruction that are adjusted to variations 
in the qualifications of teachers employed by 
those units. 
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4. The foundation program or plan of school support 
should provide for elementary classroom costs 
that are not lower than 80 per cent of the amount 
allowed for secondary-school classrooms. 
5. The necessar.y cost of nonresident tuition should 
be included in the calculations of the foundation 
program. 
6. The foundation program or plan of state aid to 
public education should include an allowance for 
necessary school transportation. 
7. The found.ation program calculations should include 
additional allowances for pupils receiving educa-
tional services prior to Grade I. 
8. The foundation program calculations should include 
additional allowances for those receiving educa-
tional services beyond Grade X~I. 
9. The state department of education should be auth-
.orized to include in foundation program calcula-
tions a total amount for capital outlay and debt 
service in the state, which is at least 10 per 
cent of the total expenditure for salaries of the 
professional staff in the public schools of the 
state,. 
In the National Education Associationts study numerical 
ratings were given states with respect to the degree with 
I 
! 
~--~-~"=,·~-.=·r-~~=~~=-.,~-~~~-~~r··~-~~ 
. ·m:, _.;. ~ .. · . 
j ' ~ 
1ii; I 
. ! u ~ ' 
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1fich they employed the nine- recommendations. To permit 
indicating degrees with which these recommendations were in 
I 
'i e~fect in the various states, numberals were ~ssigned as 
: 2/ fiollows :-
! 
3. Goal (recommendation) is in operation Ln the state 
and the degree of attainment may be regarded as 
the maximu.m. 
2. Goal (recommendation). is substantially in effect 
but additional legislation or administrative ef-
fort is needed for more complete attainment. 
1. Goal (recommendation) is only slightly in effect 
or is partially attained in some other way. 
I o. Goal (recommendation) is not in effect. 
I Table 9 is adapted from the National Education Associa-
~ion' s rating list and represents the degre~ with which states 
donform to the nine recommendations for the improvement of 
~tate equalization programs. Caution should be maintained in 
~nterpreting this table. These summations of checklist values, 
~n the words of the National Education Association Research 
Jivision, are 11 rm~gh approximations of prevalence. A rating 
~f 3, Indicating the p·olicy is in complete operation, does not 
fean that three times as many school units are employing the 
~~actice as in another state where a rating of l (slightly in 
'I I 
!3ffect) was checked." These totals have no significance with 
I 
re.ference to amounts of -~oriey expended or to numbers of pupils 
~/ The National Education Association actually listed 77 goals r of which these nine were a part. 
~/National Education Association Bulletin, No. 3, op. cit. p. 91. 
b/ Ibid P. 91., 
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T~ble 9. Ratings Assigned to Items in the a/ Df :- Checklist-Nine Recommended Equalization Policies. 
Items Recommended~/ 
State 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
~ - . 
A abama ••••••.•• 2 3 2 2 2 3 0 0 2 16 
. I 
1 2 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 ,A;t>kansas •••••••• 9 
C~lifornia •••••• 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 5 II · 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 crlorado •••••••• 
· C~nnecticut ••••• 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 
FlLorida •••••••• ,. 2 2 2 3 0 3 0 0 0 12 G'l . 2 3 3 3 0 2 0 0 0 13 eorg1a ••••••.••• 
I;~ab.o • ...•..••.. 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 6 
Illinois •••.•••• 2 2 0 -1 1 2 1 1 0 10 
'I • 2 2 2 3 2 2 0 0 0 13 I~d1ana ••••••.•• 
rrrwa •..•........ 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 
Kansas •• •••••••• 2 2 0 1 ' 1 0 0 0 0 6 II 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 Kentucky •••••••• 5 
II 
Louisiana ••••••• 2 2,. 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 10 
M$-ine • ••••••.•••• 1 1 0 0 '- 2 3 0 0 0 7 
Maryland •••••••• 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 12 
Massachusetts ••• 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 5 
Michigan •••••••• 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 1 0 12 
Minnesota ••••••• 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 
M~ssissippi ••• ;. 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 O· 0 4 
Mii.ssouri •••••••• 2 2 1 1 1 3 0 0 1 11 II 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 M~ntanae•••••••• 8 
N~fbraska •••••••• 1 r 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Nrvada ••.•••••.• 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 N~w Hampshire ••• 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Nil J . 2 2 0 1 0 3 3 2 0 16 F3W ersey •••••• . 
•I 2 2 0 1 2 2 Npw York •••••••• 2 2 1 14 I . N~rth Dakota •••• 1 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 6 I Oflab.oma •••••••• 2 2 2 .2 2 3 0 0 0 13 
Pennsylvania •••• 1 2 0 1 3 3 3 2 1 16 
'I 2 2 0 1 Rljlode Island •••• 3 0 0 0 0 8 
O~io ............. 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 0 0 18 
South Carolina •• 1 2 2 1. 0 0 0 0 0. 6 
T:$nnessee ••••••• 2 2 2 2· 0 1 0 0 0 9 
T:Sxas ... ••••••••• 1 2 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 8 
ut ab. •••• ; ••••••• 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 11 
" 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 Vermont ••••••••• 0 0 5 
w&shington •••••• 2 3 0 '1 0 3 2 2 0 13 
W~st Virginia ••• 3 3 3 1 1 3 0 0 0 14 
w. sconsin ••••••• 2 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 7 
Wyoming .......... 2 2 0 1 3 3 2 0 0 13 
' 
Total .... ~······· 73. 73 31 51 44 62 23 11 4 372 
"-
(continued on page 48) 
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rle 9. (concluded) 
a/ Based on National Education Association Research Division, 
School Finance Goals Research Bulletin of the National 
Education Association (October 1946) No. 5, Division of the 
National Educational Association, Washington, D.C. 
o/ For statement of these items see page 45. 
e~rolled. The checking merely indicates the opinions of those . 
p:ersons who evaluated state practices in terms of the recom-
~endations proposed. 
Recommendation Number One.-- States should adequately de-
fine their public school foundation ,programs in terms of 
specific annual costs per pupil. According. to Table 9 Utah is 
~ated s.s.the only sts.te which has completely achieved the 
]efinition of a foundation program in terms of specific annual 
~osts of education, recognized as the basic amounts of school 
~evenue that must be made available for children in the public 
]chools·of the state. Prior to the school year 1945-46 Utahts 
~~ualization fund was based on $5 per census child through 
~rades IX to XII. This fund never contained sufficient revenue 
~o accomplish equalization. 
II Utah• s legislature or 1945 repealed and refined the old 
~qualization law. It defined a classroom unit costing $3000 
to be used as a basis for distributing equalization aid. One 
II 
qlassroom unit is allowed for the average daily attendance of 
i 
each sixty pupils in kindergartens, each thirty pupils in 
! 
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i~ grades I thruugh kindergartens, each thirty pupils in 
-~ades I through VIII, and each twenty pupils in grades IX 
through XII. Thus, Utah does seem to define its foundation 
p~ogram in specific basic costs. 
il Reconrrnendation Number Two.-- Amounts for instruction 
·I 
~pould be adjusted to variations in pupil-teacher ratios. 
:I 
~fe proper adjustment of e~ualization funds to variations 
~h pupil-teacher ratios resulting from the operation in 
~~chools in areas of spars.e population is made in five states, 
~est Virginia, Georgia, Ohio, Alabama, and Washinl!ton. In 
I 
Georgia, for example, the various local units of school ad-
rrlinistration are allotted teachers upon the population den-
sity basis varying from one teacher for each forty children 
~n average daily attendance in elementary grades, and one 
,, 
~eacher for each thirty-five children in average daily at-
~endance in high-school grades for the most densely pop~­
~ated areas, to one teacher for each twenty children in 
: 
average daily attendance in elementary grades,. and fifteen 
children in average daily attendance in high-school grades 
~or the most sparsely populated counties. Washington uses 
a dual system of computing the minimum program, so that the 
II 
smaller schools in which the pupil-teacher ratio is neces- . 
~arily low may have ade~uate funds. Five states, California, 
bonnecticut, Kentucky, Nebraska, and Iowa, make no provision 
}or adjusting costs to sparsely settled districts, while all 
:lther states attempt some adjustment, 
50 
Recommendation Numb~r Three.-- Teachers' qualifications 
ou~d be recognized in the distribution of equalization funds. 
l T is recommendation has as its purpose the employment of well-
i . 
C£ualified teachers. Only two states, Georgia and. West Virginia, 
!I 
d 
~re reported as having completely achieved this policy. 
E~evt;3n states (Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, 
i 
:ouisiana, Maryland, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 
I . • 
;exas) subst~Dtially adopt this policy. All other states ·have 
Eerved this practice only slightly, or not·at all. 
Recommendation Number Four.-- There is a need for provi-
! ~iion for elementary classroom costs that are not lower than 
~0 per cent or allowed>secondary school expenses, Four states, 
~~Florida, Georgia, Indiana, and Ohio) provide ror necessary 
Jlementary classroom c-osts that are not lower than 80 per cent 
~f the amount allowed for secondary-school classrooms. The 
'i 
~irst three of these states do not state the provisions they 
; 
make for allowances between elementary and secondary school 
~osts. Ohio, however, reports that rates used in computing 
~he minimum operating cost amounts for ~chools are, (1) 37~ 
" ·! ~ents a day for each pupil·in average daily attendance. in 
'i ~rades I to VIII ( $67.50 per pupil for a term of 180 days.) ; 
C2) 45 cents a day for each pupil in average daily attendance 
in grades IX to -XII ($81 per pupil for a term of 180 days). 
I . Recommendation Number Five~,~~ The recommendation tnat 
the cost of noP~esident tuition be included in the calcula-
tions of the foundation program is completely achieved by 
51 
~ive states (New_Jersey~ Ohio, Pennsylvaniaj Rhode Island, 
td Wyoming). As a typical example, Ohio considers its 
I . 
~oundation program for a district to include 11 an amount equal 
~~o the tuition cost of any pupils who are in approved attend-
ance in the school of another district. 11 Twenty states, as 
:I 
I 
l!isted in Table 9, make ·no atte:rnpt to include nonresident tui-
' ~ion costs in their equalization programs. Ten states (Cali-
~ornia, Connecticut, Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
1
issouri, New York, North Dakota, and'Texas) pay from apecial 
id funds, all or a part of the tuition'of pupils attending 
1/ ~~chools in districts other than those in which they reside.-
jJ Recommendation Number Six.-- States ought to include in -
t~eir equalization programs adequate provisions for necessary 
I 
~chool transportation. Twelve states (Alabama, Arkansas, 
lorida, Maine, Missouri~ New Jersey, Ohio, Oklahoma, Penn-
West Virginia, Wyoming, and Washington) conform 
recommendation. Sixteen states are rated as not 
~aving put Recommendation Six into effect. However, some of 
~kese states, while not providing for transportation costs in 
Jleir foundation progr~s, do make provisions for transporta-l . . . 
~ion through special aid. 2/ 
, Recommendation Number Seven.-- Only three states (New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Ohio) satisfactorily include allow-
ahces for pupils receiving educational services prior to-
1 ' ' 
4/ National Education Bulletin, No. 20., op. cit. p. 174. 
J/ Ibid. 
l 
I 
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,~ade r. Ohio, for example, allows 18 3/4 cents per day for 
,rch pupil five years of age or over in average daily attend-
~c~ in-kindergarten classes ($33.75 per pupil for a term of 
~ 0 days) • Thirty-one states make no provision for equaliza-
~·on services prior to Grade I. 
I 
Recommendation Number Eight.-- States should make provi-
d·ons in their equalization plans for education beyond Grade 
~ I. Not one state adequately includes in its equalization 
I!rogram additional allowances for those receiving educational rvices ~eyond Grade XII. Seven states (California, Illinois, diana, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and Washington) 
:I 
e'tl.. ther substantially, or partially, achieve this objective. 
il 
Thirty-four states do not make allowances for educational 
sibrvices beyond Grade XII. 
I 
Recommendation Number Nine.-- Equalization plans should 
, rmit payment to school districts ·su.f.ficient funds to pro'-
v.ii.de for capital outl'ay and debt service. Forty-eight states 
~~port that they have not completely achieved any program 
which permits state allocation of funds to local school units 
t:~ pay for capital outlay and debt service. Only one state, 
., 
Alabama, reports substantial conformity with this policy. 
Jh 1945-46 Alabama appropriated $12,000,000 to public educa-
tllon for capital outlay purposes from an accumulated state 
s~plus in funds earmarked for public education. Of this I . 
amount $10,560,000 is earmarked for public elementary and 
high schools, but. will not be released until building 
I 
• 
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I 
~onstruction again becomes feasible, 
Recent Changes in State Equalization Policies 
Because rapid changes are taking place in school finance 
policies during this emergency period, it was deemed advisable 
tfo obtain from some of our Eastern states1/ up-to-the-minute 
formation about any changes, actual or contemplated, in 
eir equalization policies since 1945, the year upon which 
e data of this investigation is based. 
The following states reported that revisions in their 
eiqualization policies were made, or were being planned. 
New Hampshire.-- At the present time the State Board of 
i ~ducation in New Hampshire has before the state legislature 
'I 
P.
1
1!roposals for r~dical changes in New Hampshire's school I . I . 
inance policies. As compared with the $608,443 expended 
~ stat6 school funds in l944, 2/ it is now proposed that the 
JJegislature permit the spending o'f $2,080,000 by the state 
i 
! 
~or school purposes during each of the years of the 1948-49 
11~mni~. Approximately $1,111,000 would be distributed to 
~oca~ school districts on an equalization basis instead ·of 
the $392,512 spent in 1944. The present system of basing 
the e.qualization program on the discretion of the State 
41/ 
I 
I 
2./ 
1 
Letters of inquiry were sent in May 1947 to Maine, Vermont, 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Hampshire, 
New York, Maryland, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Reports 
were received from all these states. 
New Hampshire's financial report as stated in 'School 
Finance SystemsL is based on .figures .for 1944. 
1 ' 
B~ard o~ Education would ~e eliminated in.~avor o~ an objec-
tlve ~ormula based on long establishe-d statistics. Special 
I 
provisions would be made ~or one-room schools, ~or which a 
~lat rate o~ $1800 per school would be allowed ~or the pur-
54 
p~se o~ ~oruputing the amount o~ equalization ai~. In larger 
sijhools the computation o~ the amount o~ equalization aid 
p~oved would be made on the basis o~ $75 annually ~or. each 
e~ementary pupil in average daily membership and $100 annually 
~dr each hiih school student in average daily membership. 
I - J-
1 Massachusetts.-- The Massachusetts Teachers Federation 
hds· be~ore its state 1s legislature a proposal which is de-
s~gned gradually to increase the state aid ~or education ~rom 
about $6,000,000 to approximately $46,500,.000. The Federa-
,~ 
t~on is attempting to bring this program into _operation be-
~Jre the end o~ 1947. 
!I The purpose o~ this program is to promote the equaliza-
t~on of educational opportunity, to equalize among towns the 
btden o~ the co;3t o~ school support, and to assure in every 
•I 
toWn a~ter 1948 the availability o~ at least $124 per pupil 
:I 
~~F the support o~ schools. It is proposed that increased 
stlate aid ~or schools be provided largely ~rom income taxes j 
This state aid would be distributed oil a possible sales tax. 
aofordin~ to a plan that will giv~ more liberal aid to the 
pqbrer than to the wealthier towns, according to need. ~~ New York.-- There have been no ·big changes in the New 
York State equalization program since 1945. Some temporary 
appropriations, however, have been made to cover the present 
I 
I 
' I 
II 
I 
•• 
55 
1mergency period. N$w York's 1947 legislature sanctioned a 
special apportionmen.t of' $1,750,000 for Central Schools. 
, This 'will be increased to $2,000,000 for next year. In addi~ 
t;ion to this there has been established a Teachers Salary 
Emergency Increase Fulld of' $32,000,000 for a 15-month period 
·beginning 
il 
January 1, 1947, which is intended to take "care of' 
. 
,mergency increases in salaries for teachers. The Fund is to 
guarantee, for the period of' the emergencyj a minimum salary 
1f $2000 to all teachers and a minimum increase over and 
. ]bove normal increments sj,nce June 30, 1945, of $300. 
II 
Maryland.-~ Maryland has made change in the plan of' no 
distributing state aid as described in the 1945 report of' 
II 
''''School Finance Systems 11 for that state. However, bills 
before the 1947 legislative session which will simplify 
method of' distributing equalization aid and increase 
~tate aid materially. If' they anecenacted, they will take 
1ffect July l, l947. 
\I The plan provides for the elimination of' certain exist-
ing forms of' state aid and the substitution in their place 
Gf (1) aid per pupil, $20; (2) aid per teacher, $400. 
An increase in the equalization point1/from 5~ mills 
~~~,.e 6.:S mills is recommended to help t·ake care of an increase 
~ri the state minimum salary schedule. 
'! In addition it is proposed to have state aid for school 
ll Required levy of' local tax for school purposes. As 
shown in Table 8, Maryland's rate is 5.6 mills • 
. 1;: '. [: I 
i: . 
! H ; ~ 
• 
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I 
buildings .in the form qf an incentive fund. The plan pro-
~ides that any county which provides 5 cents for capital out-
lay or debt service shall receive from the state the differ~· 
'i ~nee between $10 per pupil and the amount raised by a five-
:i 
eent levy. 
! 
! 
I 
Vermont.-- Vermont's legislature of 1~47 increased the 
I · • t h 1 d d th 1 · · th lnlmum eac er ~a ary an passe ano er aw 1ncreas1ng e 
I 
I 
state aid to towns on the equated pupil basis. The present 
:I 
iaw reads very much as it did in 1945 with the exception 
~hat aid was $10 on the equate'd pupil; that is, from $25 to 
I 
35. 
New Jersey.-- The 1946 New Jersey legislature refined 
ts state school equalization policies by creating an account 
!n the State Treasury to be known as the "State Public School 
i 
Account, 11 which shall be used for the support of the public 
~chools throughout the state and the equalization of educa-
IJ -
iiional opportunity therein. 
I 
Under the new policy the foundation program for e·ach 
district in each school year shall be determined as follows: 
(i) $94.'00 for each elementary pupil of the distri'ct; (2) 
$2,350.00 for' each approved special class of the district; 
'13) $117.50 for each high school pupil of the district; and 
:4) $117.50 for each evening school pupil of the district. 
I . 
In addition each district shall be entitled to receive also 
in each school year $45;,00 for each person of school age. 
{ 
\.__...; 
ConlLecticut, Rhode Island, and Pennsylvania reported 
that no changes in their equalization programs since l945 
Jere made and that none was·- contemplated. 
It is significant that only three out of nine states 
57 
reported no changes in their equalizing policies since l945. 
I , 
~he trend seems to be for states to attempt to meet the 
nee'ds of the present emergency period by revising upward 
I 
their disbursements for education. In conjunction with the 
· t 1endencies of states to participate more and more in the 
dinancing of public education, it is significant also that 
i 
sitates seem to be placing progressively greater emphasis on 
the distribution of school funds adcording to equalization 
formulas which objectively measure need and ability, and 
ihich ef:rect greater equalization of the burdens of school 
support. 
-II 
II 
I 
1! 
I, e 
!I 
2. 
~· 
I 
• 
I 
8. 
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